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ABSTRACT

The study examines the residential relocation
experiences of a group of homeowners expropriated in 1965
as the result of the realignment of the Welland Canal just
outside of Welland, Ontario.

It is based on interviews

conducted in 1975 with 85 of the approximately 150 affected
households.

With Brown and Moore's (1970) location decision

model providing the conceptual framework, information was
gathered on satisfaction with the expropriated home, the
relocation decision process, demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the households, changes in
living habits accompanying the expropriation, and satisfaction with the expropriation, as well as data on the pre-and
post-expropriation locations. The information is analyzed
with emphasis on the spatial aspects of the relocation, the
relocation decision, and the impact of the relocation on
the individual households and the urban system as a whole.
In those areas about which information was available
from the literature, the expropriated households behaved
generally as expected.
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CHAPTER I
Residential Re-Location through Expropriation
as a Problem for Investigation
1.1

INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVE
In the U.S.A. 15-20 percent of the population changes its

place of residence each year (U. S. Dept. of Commerce, 1971).
Furthermore, it has been recognized that over a period of time
this movement is important in altering spatial, social and
demographic patterns in the city. (Simmons, 1968,622).

This

fact has spawned a great deal of concern with residential relocation by geographers and other investigators from a variety of
disciplines.

Most of the people who move have the option of

remaining where they are and so have chosen to move. But there —
are some who are literally forced to move:

renters whose leases

have not been renewed and homeowners whose residences have been
expropriated.
An expropriation is the action of a public authority
in taking property from an owner, usually for the public use and
in return

for compensation.

Expropriations are generally carried

out either in central city areas as part of urban renewal and
redevelopment schemes, or outside the heavily populated areas of the
city for large capital works projects such as airports and expressways.

In the latter case, the object is usually to go just far

enough outside the city to locate in relatively undeveloped and
therefore low-cost land areas, but remain near enough to the city
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for ease of access to the facility by the users. The spatial
and behavioural aspects of the relocation of households expropriated in such instances have been little-studied in Canada.
Gaining knowledge and insight into these aspects is important
since it is useful to know whether and in what manner the
voluntary and involuntary relocation processes differ. In
addition, since relocations due to expropriation are imposed
on a small segment of the public for the benefit of society at
large, it is necessary to understand the implications of the
relocations for the expropriated persons and for society.
Therefore, the object of this investigation is to study the
relocation of householders expropriated from just outside an
urban area, and to attempt to answer some questions concerning
where they moved, how they went about it, and the implications
of the mass movement.
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1.2

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Brown and Moore (1970) provide a model of the residential

location decision process summarized in diagram form in Figure 1.1.
The first phase is the decision to move which is based on Internal
and External dissatisfaction (termed "stress") which are perceived
(as strain) by the householder.
In the case of expropriation the decision to move is
imposed from the outside but in any case the householders having
decided or been told to move must initiate the second phase; finding
a new home. Where they search depends partly on their aspirations,
which are their housing requirements in terms of environmental
prerequisites of the neighborhood and physical characteristics
of the house. The search also depends on the information the
householder has and can get to evaluate vacancies.
The householders "awareness space"* consists of the locations about which the moving householder had knowledge before the
search began. This knowledge was gathered in the householders
"activities space", personal contact through journeys to work,
shop, recreation and so on prior to moving; and it was gathered
second hand from friends, relatives, neighbors and other acquaintances in the "indirect contact space".

In addition to the

This concept of "awareness space" is the same as Wolperts (1965)
action space.
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FIGURE I.l

LOCATION DECISION MODEL

Internal Dissatisfactions
(Needs & Expectations of
Household)

External Dissatisfactions
(Characteristics of
Dwelling & Neighborhood)
EXPROPRIATION
STRESS

PHASE I:
Decision to seek
a New Dwelling

Perceived as
STRAIN

DECISION:
Seek Other Location
PHASE II:
Relocation
Decision

DECISION:
Remain at Present Location
(not possible in expropriation)

ASPIRATIONS

SEARCH
Awareness Space

Additional
Information
(Media,
Contacts,
etc.)

EVALUATE
VACANCIES

New Residence
Selected

Revise
Aspirations

I
Adapted from a reprint of Brown and Moore's (1970) original
article in Bourne's Internal Structure of the City (1971,203)
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information the householder possessed before beginning to search
there is information he seeks once the search has begun. The most
common sources of this information are advertising media, real
estate and other agents, information available upon personal
inspection of the site, and the network of personal contacts the
householder has. Once the search has begun, and information concerning vacancies has been sought, the household must evaluate the
vacancies in terms of their aspirations, and then either choose
among them, continue the search, or redefine their aspirations to
allow a selection from among the possibilities found.

In cases

where there is no threat of expropriation or eviction the household can decide to remain in its existing location if the vacancies
about which they have information are not suitable in terms of their
aspirations. Finally, Brown and Moore discuss the influence of time
on search behavior. As time passes without result the household
may begin to search in areas it has not previously considered,
redefine its aspirations, use different information channels, or
increase the effort spent on searching.

Even more important in

instances such as expropriation where the option to remain in the
existing location is not available, if the time remaining before
a move must be made becomes limited and no success has been
achieved, stress may result in impaired judgement, and hasty
decisions are more likely.

Brown and Moore postulate that under

such circumstances the household is likely to redefine its aspirations to choose among the limited possibilities at its disposal.

6
Once the new location has been selected, the household moves to
its new home, and changes in spatial patterns of human occupation
result.
Brown and Moore's summary is designed for the majority of
cases, but in expropriation a possibility not covered by their
article exists. Usually a change in residential location is carried
out to relieve strain resulting from stress.

In the case of exprop-

riation, some households may take advantage of the forced move to
relieve any strain they may have felt, but others who felt little
or no strain, if not able to duplicate their former living conditions , may find themselves in a situation of greater strain after
the move than before it.
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1.3

THE STUDY AREA
On December 5th, 1965, the St. Lawrence Seaway Authority,

under the federal Expropriation Act (Revised Statutes of Canada,
1952, ch. 106), expropriated 4019 acres of land for the construction of a new section of the Welland Canal to by-pass the city of
Welland, Ontario. (Figures 1.2 and 1.3).

This project served to

shorten, straighten, and widen the canal channel, which would
speed shipping.

At the same time, with tunnels under the new

canal just East of the City and an end to the raising of lift
bridges on the old canal in the heart of Welland, the constant
interruption of rail and road traffic would cease.
Seaway Authority, 1972, p. 39-40).

(St. Lawrence

At the time of expropriation

approximately 150 householders were living in the expropriated
area (Cronmiller, 1974).

This particular expropriated group was

chosen for study because of a personal knowledge of the area and
because sufficient time had passed for the households to have
adjusted to their new situation, allowing the longer range impact to
be measured.

L A K E

O N T A R I O

Niagara

Niagara
Falls

WELLAND IN THE NIAGARA REGION
(1*6)

Fort Erie'
a
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1.4.

METHODOLOGY
Once the study area and study group were known, it was

decided to find and interview as many of the expropriated
households as possible. The interviews were carried out during
May and June of 1975, and as can be seen in Table I.l 119 households
out of an approximate 150 household total were located; of these
a sample of 85 were interviewed.

About 10 renting households

were forced to move by the expropriation and of those only 3 were
traced.

This was felt to be too few to draw meaningful conclusions

and so none were interviewed.
Information was sought on the residential re-location
decision: possible strain felt at the old location, search
behavior, evaluation and choice of vacancies, and possible strain
felt at the new location.

In addition, questions were asked con-

cerning spatial patterns, demographic and socio-economic characteristics, changes that occured in the family and its living habits
due to the expropriation, and satisfaction with the expropriation
procedure. Appendix A is a copy of the interview schedule.
The procedure used in finding and interviewing the expropriated householders is as follows. The approximate total number
of householders was given by an official of the St. Lawrence Seaway Authority (Cronmiller, 1974).

The names on the initial partial

list of expropriated families were searched for in every municipality listed in the telephone directory serving the Regional
Municipality of Niagara.

These people were then called, and after
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TABLE I.l

Renters

Contacted, Not Interviewed
Have left Niagara Region
Not Traceable

Owners

3 j Total Renters ~>
Contacted
3
Total
3
= 10
Renters
Total Renters
4
Not Contacted 7

Interviewed

85

Refused to be Interviewed

17

Others not Interviewed

17

Deceased
Untraceable Households

4
17

Total Owners
Contacted
119
Total
= 140
Owners
Owners not
Contacted

Total Households

Note:

21
(approx.)

Jackson (1975, 89), while not quoting a source,
estimates the number of households at 180.
Whereas he also puts the expropriated acreage
at 6,500 (p. 26) it is likely that he is referring
to both the expropriation for the canal channel
and subsequent road, rail and service relocation.

150
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a brief introduction permission to interview was requested
and a date and time for it arranged.

Most people were very

cooperative, and as can be seen in Table I.l very few refused to be
interviewed.

Of those refusing, 6 did not speak English, 5 said

the memory of the expropriation was too painful to discuss, 4 were
farmers claiming they were too busy, and 2 had other reasons.
As other farmers, members of ethnic groups (the author speaks
French and Italian, and in two other cases an interpreter was
present) and dissatisfied persons were interviewed, there is
no reason to believe that those refusing the interview formed a
sub-group significantly different from the interviewed sample. The
interviews themselves were carried out in the homes of the respondents, and most were

forty-five to sixty minutes in length, with

the author asking the questions listed on the interview schedule
and recording the answers. An initial set of questions was tested
in twelve interviews, then revised to a slightly different final
format for the remainder. As this is an exploratory study, the
questions were of the open-ended type. During the interview they
were asked to name and if possible give the address of their
former expropriated neighbors.

In this way the original list of

names was expanded, the new additions were sought in the same
manner, and in some cases even people without telephones who might
otherwise have been missed, were traced through their pre-expropriation neighbors.

In addition to those who would not be inter-

viewed, there were those who could not be interviewed such as
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those on vacation, deceased or living too far away, and a few whose
interviews could not be used, for example because of poor memory
of past events. Eventually, 119 households were traced, 4 were known
to have died in the interim, and since the Seaway had given an
approximate figure of 150, the number not traceable was assumed to
be 17. Many of these had been named by former neighbors but while
some were said to have left the area no idea as to their present
location could be elicited.

Some were likely still in the area,

but if they had no telephone or lived in areas not covered by city
directories were not able to be found. The characteristics of the
expropriated households are described in Chapter 2, section 1.
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CHAPTER II
Background:

Characteristics of the

Expropriated Population, and the Literature
II.1

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EXPROPRIATED POPULATION
The one characteristic common to all 85 households inter-

viewed is that they owned their own homes before the expropriation.
As far as socio-economic and demographic characteristics are concerned, most households consisted of families (a couple with one
or more children) in which the parents were middle-aged and the
principal wage earner held a working-class job, usually in a factory.
Tables II.1 to II.3 give more detailed information.

It might not

be apparent in Figure II.ljlocation of expropriated homes, that
none of the expropriated persons lived in an urban environment.
Of those interviewed, 4 had lived in the village of Port Roinson,
5 in the village of Dain City, 42 in linear settlements along
major road arteries, 16 in dispersed rural dwellings, and 17 had
lived on farms. Some of those living in linear settlements were
along the principal East-West road leading into Welland and were
in fact within the 1965 city limits. However, many of them had
moved to these areas years before when they were outside the city
limits, and at the time of expropriation they were still beyond
the built-up area of the city.

The interviews revealed that in all

but one case they thought of themselves as "country" people, and
so they were not treated as a separate group. In addition to
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living in a rural area at the time of expropriation, much of the
sample had a rural background: about half had grown up in the country
and over half had been living at the expropriated site for ten
years or more, (see Tables II.4 and II.5).

However, although

all of the expropriated households lived outside Welland, many had
strong ties and all had some ties with it, that is to say, they
went to it for work and shopping, and to some extent for other
activities such as church, visiting relatives, school and community
organizations, (see Table II.6).
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TABLE II.1 NUMBER OF PERSONS IN HOUSEHOLD

Single
Persons
No. of
Persons/
Household
No.
Households/
Category

Couples

Families

more than
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

5

15

8

23

15

5

5

5

Total Respondents

=

4

84

Mean = 4.3 persons
Minimum = 1 person

TABLE II.2

9 persons

Median = 4 persons
Maximum = 13 persons

AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
Age in Years

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60-69

70-79

7

19

25

18

12

3

Mean = 46.9 years
Minimum = 23 years

Median = 46 years
Maximum = 79 years

Total = 84
Respondents
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TABLE II.3

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF OCCUPATIONS

AS RANKED ON BLISHEN (1967) SCALE

Blishen Scale
Ranking

Head of Household
Typical
Number Occupation

Other Working Member of Family
Number

Typical Occupation

Less Than
29.99

14

30.00 39.99

32

Metal
Worker
Craneman

9

Sales Clerk
Hairdresser

40.00 49.99

15

Manager
Tool & Die
Maker

4

Cashier
Manager

50.00 59.99

5

More Than
60.00

4

Labourer
Carpenter

10

Labourer
Dressmaker

Draughtsman
Teacher
Chemical
Engineer
Professional
Occupations

Minimum = 26.710

Minimum = 27.770

Median

Median

= 30.468

Maximum = 76.690

= 30.940

Maximum = 49.550

i

Non-Ranked
Occupations
Full-Time
Farmers

4

Retired

5

Note:

Total = 84 Respondents
In 13 cases, heads of households who held a full-time
job also engaged in part-time farming.

*
Note: The Blishen scale is a ranking of census occupation titles
according to a single score combining the income, education,
and prestige levels of each occupation. The grouping of
scores is that used by Blishen (1967,52).

18

19

TABLE II.4
CHILDHOOD BACKGROUND OF EXPROPRIATED HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS

Grew up in the
City

Village

27

4

Country

Mixed

41

12

TABLE II.5
LENGTH OF RESIDENCE AT EXPROPRIATED ADDRESS

Numb er of Yeai-s
0-4
10

5-9

10 - 14

24

18

15 - 19
14

20 - 24

25 - 29

>30

5

5

9

Mean = 15.3 years

Median = 12 years

Minimum = 0.5 years

Maximum = 69 years
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TABLE II.6
LOCATION OF PRE-EXPROPRIATION ACTIVITIES

Activity
Work Head of
Household

Welland

Villages
or Rural
Areas near
Welland

Other
Cities of
Niagara
Region

No ParNo
ticipation
Fixed
or not
Location applicable

No
answer
given

56

16

4

3

5

1

18

3

1

1

62

0

Shopping
-Groceries

74

7

0

0

0

4

Shopping
-Other
Items

74

0

6

0

0

5

Church

37

10

0

0

0

38

Family
Visits

32

30

3

14

6

0

School

31

22

0

0

32

0

Community
Organizations

21

8

2

0

53

1

Work Other
Working
Member of
Family

Note:

When asked where they shopped when they went out of the
Welland area, 36 out of 82 replied that they shopped
only in Welland.
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II.2

Review of Literature
There is a very large body of literature available on

migration at various levels. The great diversity of sources and
studies is somewhat disadvantageous, however, as the basis of
comparison between them is somewhat limited. Most studies were
done in large metropolitan areas, which are understandably
different from Welland (1966 population, 39,000).

In some cases,

they reflect local physical and social conditions, and the data
used varies from individual interviews to aggregate census tract
information.

In addition, the case under consideration is not

"intra-urban" in a manner of speaking, but the expropriated group
was functionally part of the city in many ways and as Clay (1973,
p. 66) observed "No such thing as the city or country remains.
The former has penetrated the latter almost wholly, often invisibly
but pervasively".

It was also unfortunate that very few relevant

sources based on involuntary relocations were available.

In sum,

despite its limitations, the general intra-urban mobility literature
has been used as a guide in formulating hypotheses, and it will be
interesting to compare it to the forced relocations examined here.
Olsson (1965) compiled a review of migration literature in
general, and Simmons (1968) reviewed intra-urban migration in particular.

Thus, not all the literature will be reviewed here, but

rather the sources most relevant to this investigation will be
discussed in the same order that the findings are presented in

22
Chapter III: spatial re-distribution of movers, the relocation decision and the impact of the relocation on households
attitudes and activities, including their propensity to
move again.
Where people are likely to move has been examined
in economic and behavioral terms. Typical of the economic
school of thought is Alonso's theory, which can be summarized
as follows. Householders locate so as to strike a balance
between the cost of access to living space, which decreases
with distance from the central business district, and the
cost of access to the households activities, such as job and
shopping which increases with distance from the central area.
Thus each individual will locate at what for him is the
equilibrium point. Alonso suggested that the wealthy movers
would tend to locate at the periphery of the city and the
poor movers in the central areas. Whether or not residential
areas of Welland are sufficiently differentiated for this to
occur is questionable, but socio-economic status will be considered as a variable in relocation. More importantly, it will
be interesting to see where the expropriated households
relocate in terms of accessibility costs and space costs
(Alonso, 1965).

For a number of reasons, it has been found

that intra-urban relocations tend to take place in a direction
away from the city centre toward the suburbs (Grigsby, 1966),
while vacancies in the central city are filled with in-migrants
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(Johnston, 1969,54).

Some qualifications and comments on

the above economic viewpoints must be made.

Some researchers

have found that the accessibility aspect proposed by Alonso
is not always rationalized by movers (Simmons, 1968, 636;
Stegman, 1969, 22; McCash, 1974, 71), and others have
indicated that whereas immigrants still tend to move to
the central area (Charbonneau and Legare, 1967, 248), in-migrants
from the region are as likely to move to the suburbs as to
the central area (Boyce, 1969, 25; Charbonneau and Legare,
1967, 250; Duncan, 1974, 84). Finally, there are many
random moves within the central area (Clark, 1971) and
within the suburbs parallel to the central area, not away
from it (Boyce, 1969, 24; Clark, 1972, 177; Barrett, 1973,
227).

Another economic aspect which Simmons (1968, 637)

suggested would influence location patterns is the location
of available dwellings on the housing markets. The failure
of the economic models to account for all observed movement
led others to consider residential relocation in behavioral
terms.

One group of writers has commented on the "birds of

a feather" tendency, that people of similar occupational
status (Wheeler, 1968), ethnic background (Salins, 1971),
economic ranking (Grigsby, 1966), family status (Rossi, 1955),
or other characteristics have an observed tendency to live
near others of a similar status or background in relative
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nucleations, whether these locations represent their
"economic" equilibrium point or not. Thus when selecting
a new residence it is assumed that people will move to
areas where they will find others similar to themselves as
they are or aspire to be. Another group of writers has
observed that in nearly all cases households tend to relocate near their place of origin, or that for large groups
there is a distance-decay effect in the location of destinations. Morril (1963) reported on a large number of studies
where this was observed.

This has since been attributed to

the fact that people tend to move to areas of the city with
which they are directly or indirectly familiar (Simmons,
1968, 640-641; Adams, 1969, 3-5;

Johnston, 1972, 210),

and this familiarity declines with distance, being concentrated near their original dwelling place (Marble and
Nystuen, 1963; Clark, 1969) with a sectoral bias toward
areas of the city they visit frequently (Adams, 1969, 307;
Johnston, 1972, 210). Wolpert (1965) introduced the concept
of place utility.

He suggested that movers have an imperfect

knowledge of their environment, but use the information they
have in an intendedly rational manner to differentiate between
the relative utility of potential new locations.
"Place utility, then, refers to the net composite of
utilities which are derived from the individual's integration
at some position in space" (Wolpert, 1965, 162).
A moving household will select the location with greatest place
utility in terms of its needs and wants.
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Before discussing the views of the literature
on the relocation decision processs it should be noted that
in the case of inter-urban migrants, the chief reason for leaving
the labourshed of origin is a change of job location, real or
expected (Abu-Lughod and Foley, 1966, 176).
For comparative purposes two studies have been
drawn on for their findings on the relocation decision
process.

The first is Peter Rossi's classic 1955 study

called Why People Move, based on over 1,000 interviews in
Philadelphia.

The second is Frank Barrett's 1973 study in

Toronto, compiled from 380 interviews.

It should be parti-

cularly relevant as only house buyers were interviewed,
giving it a bias similar to that of the expropriated group
studied here. Although it is not necessary to examine the
reasons for moving in an expropriation, it will be interesting
to compare the complaints about the former home with the complaints reported by Rossi and Barrett.

In both cases space

complaints were most numerous, followed by neighborhood
complaints and cost complaints. As regards the information
sources used in searching for a new home, Rossi, whose study
included renters, said that newspapers and personal contacts
were most commonly used, followed by walking and riding around,
with real estate used least often. Barrett, who examined home
purchasers only, discovered on inverse order: newspapers and
personal contacts least used, walking and riding around used
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more often, and real estate most important of all. In
terms of the search and selection, Barrett reported that
70% moved to locations within their pre-move awareness
space, and 14% looked only at the home they selected.
Rossi reported that 33% did not examine alternatives to
the dwelling chosen. Rossi (1955, 156) also found that
owners tended to move to owner-occupied accomodation and
renters tended to keep on renting.
As to the reasons given for choosing the new
residence, in Rossi's study price considerations were
most often mentionned, followed by attributes of the
situation (neighborhood) and attributes of the site.
Barrett found the attributes of the site the most common
reason, followed by conditions of sale, attributes of the
situation, and accessibility.
Since most relocations are voluntary, the impact
of the move on the movers has not been extensively studied,
but it is of importance in the study of forced mover. Fried
(1966), in the study of an expropriated group found that it
generally brought about "fragmentation of routines, of
relationships, and of expectations, and frequently imply
an alteration in the world of physically available objects
and spatially oriented action" (p. 362). Thus, one could
reasonably expect a disruption of activity patterns sub-
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sequent to the relocation. A number of these will be examined in chapter III.3.

The journey to work Is one activity

whose relationship to relocation has been widely studied.
Many studies have found that it is rationalized (i.e.
shortened if possible), (Kain, 1962, Hecht, 1973) and that this
would be a criterion for selecting the new home. As was
pointed out earlier, some authors dispute this finding,
but a viewpoint more applicable to the distances involved
in this case is provided by Getis (1969).

He found that as

long as the distance between home and workplace was less
than some "critical isochrome" of reasonable travel length,
it was not a factor in residential location. Thus individuals
might lengthen or shorten their journey to work on a more or
less random basis, provided that they moved within the "critical (time/distance) isochrome". This is likely to be the
case with the expfopriated group under study.

Fried (1966)

discovered that changes in attitude and outlook can accompany forced relocations, and noted that these effects were
more severe in the working class (p.366) and with those who
had resided in the area a long time (p.364).

As all three

of these aspects apply to the Welland group, similar effects
may be expected.
Finally, it can be expected that some of the expropriated households will have made more than the minimum of
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one move they had to make. Thus we turn to a consideration
of who and how many households can be expected to move,
or what the characteristics of mobile households are: sources
agree that homeowners move less often than renters; and since
according to Rossi we can expect most to purchase accomodation,
the mobility rate for the group should continue to be low.
The model households were in an age group (Rossi, 1955, 71;
Simmons, 1968,626; Speare, 1970,453; Pickvance, 1974,184)
life cycle stage*

(Rossi, 1955, 76; Butler et al, 1964,

147; Speare, 1970,455) and had a history of duration of
residence (Morrison, 1967, 559; Land, 1969, 139) which would
also lead one to expect a low mobility rate. On the other
hand it is possible that, as Morrison (1970, 178) argues,
mobility decisions are cumulative, leading one to expect that
once forced to move the group might become more mobile.
Dissatisfaction with the new residence, or a negative change
in perceived place utility in the new location could be
expected to induce further moves (Rossi, 1955, 79 and 84;
Wolpert, 1966,95; Boyce, 1969, 23; Speare, 1974, 175 and
186).

Finally, there is disagreement on the role of socio-

economic status in the propensity to move.

Simmons (1968,

627) stated that low status groups move more frequently,
Pickvance (1974,184) came to the opposite conclusion, and
Typical stages of the life cycle might be: child, adolescent, mature (leave home), marriage, children born, children
mature, retirement. Highest mobility rates occur in the few
years between leaving parents home and having one's own family,
and decline more or less steadily with increasing age.
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Moore (1969,25) found no relationship between socio-economic
status and mobility rates.
This review of current knowledge has attempted to
provide the foundation on which most of the hypotheses investigated in Chapter III are constructed, although some concern
aspects not covered in the literature.

It is recognized that

grouping the hypotheses under "spatial", "decision" and
"impact" headings is artificial in that all three
are functionally inter-related, and they have only been
separated for the sake of convenience.

We will now proceed

to analyze the data, and for ease of reading only the working
hypotheses and summary results of statistical tests will be
referred to. The formal null hypotheses and the data used in
the statistical tests can be found In Appendix B.

Following

the data analysis Chapter IV will provide a summary of the
results and their relationship to the literature.
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CHAPTER III
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
III.1

DESCRIPTION OF THE MOVEMENT
" •'•

• ' "••••"*' '—— ••'•»• nwii—UBWiiq. •muni i n u f w . . ! .

The most striking aspect of the movement of the expropriated households is a rural to urban shift. Fifty out of the
eighty-five households interviewed, and a similar proportion of
those found but not interviewed, moved into the built-up area of
the city of Welland, four moved to other cities, and fourteen to
surrounding villages.

In contrast, the number living on farms

was reduced from seventeen to three. (Table III.l, and Figure III.l).
This radical change might seem surprising but there are several
factors which tended to encourage such a rural-urban shift.
However, first it should be noted that, as expected, the movements
exhibited a distance-decay effect (Figure III.2).

Given this,

and the fact that the expropriation occured adjacent t

Welland

and two villages, a very high proportion of the nearby potential
vacancies in existing housing would have been in those locations,
since there are simply more houses there than in rural areas.
In addition to pre-existing houses, the relative number of sites
for the construction of new homes must be consid red.

It would

seem that the number of potential sites would be highest in rural
areas where there is more vacant land.

However, zoning by-laws

and land severance procedure restricted the number of nearby
potential sites substantially.

For example, fifty-nine members

TABLE III.l
LOCATION OF HOUSEHOLDS AS
AFFECTED BY EXPROPRIATION

Welland
(built-up Other
area)
Cities Villages

Rural Arterial
Ribbon
Rural
Development Dispersed

Farms

Before

0

0

9

42

16

17

After

50

4

14

2

12

3

TABLE III.2
ACCOMODATION ACQUIRED BY HOUSEHOLDS BY AREA
Welland

Other
Cities

Villages

Rural

TOTAL

Bought an
Existing
House

36
(66%)

3
(6%)

9
(16%)

7
(12%)

55
(100%)

Built a
New
House

11
(44%)

1
(4%)

3
(12%)

10
(40%)

25
(100%)

Rented
Accomodation

3
(60%)

2
(40%)

0

5
(100%)

0

X

FPNTHILL

U>
N3

33
25*

noartfu
DISTANCE FROM rte-OPnOPWATION RESIDMCE
TO POST-fXPROHBATION RESIDENCE

20 •

Q

15*

_J

O
X
LU
C/)

D
O
I
UL

O
10"
CO

5 "

4

5

DISTANCE

6

7

9 10

II

16

425

MOVED (in miles)

*Much of the land within one mile of the e»proprieted residence was also expropriated and so notavatlsMeas a
potential destinatlon,thus limiting the number of households in the 0-1 mile range.
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of the interviewed sample were living in the township of Crowland,
or parts of it recently annexed to Welland, where zoning by-law
#1538, which enforced minimum house and lot sizes, was in effect.
Houses could be built on small lots (100' by 150') within the
village of Cooks Mills only. Along the principal roads leading
from the village, lots of at least 100' by 300' were necessary,
and in all other parts of the township a minimum of three acres
was required.

In practice, land severance procedures often meant

that more than the three acre minimum would have to be purchased
in areas not zoned for lots.

Similar zoning laws existed in other

townships. Most of the fifty-nine households in the Crowland
zoning area had moved there before 1958, when this zoning by-law
did not exist and many had purchased what would now be under-sized
lots in ribbon developments along major roads. After expropriation,
the possibility of purchasing a similar lot in a similar area
nearby was limited.

However, there were building lots available

in Welland and surrounding villages. Lots could be purchased on
the private market and in addition, in Welland some were in subdivisions being constructed at the time of expropriation, and others
were held by the municipal government. ( see Table III.2)
The topic of potential building sites has been stressed
because in a number of interviews people said that they had wanted
to build in the country, but that there was too little choice
available and so they moved to the city instead.

In contrast,

Mr. R. G. Cronmiller of the St. Lawrence Seaway in an interview
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On July 7, 1975 said that research by his staff showed that
enough severed building sites existed in rural areas for all
of the expropriated households, had they all wished to build
there.

This does not mean, on the other hand, that these

sites were for sale or even known to the expropriated people.
The relative availability of building lots in the
city, the villages and rural areas at that time is not known
and no firm conclusions can be made.

It is possible that in

contrast to the market for existing housing, potential
building sites were more equally distributed between urban
and rural areas. In both instances, one could expect a large
number of the expropriated households to move to urban areas.
In addition, as noted in Section II.1 all of the households
had ties to the city of Welland.

This would entail several

journeys a week, and since nearly all the open land between
their former homes and the city had been expropriated, remaining
in rural locations would incur an increase in aggregate travel.
It could be that many households took the opportunity to
rationalize their travel patterns by moving into Welland.
In addition to the major rural to urban movement, other
trends were noted.

When broken down into 3 subgroups, according

to the area of origin (northern, central, and southern
groups), (see Figure III.2), it was found that all groups
contributed to the migration to Welland, and that there appeared

FCNTHILL
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to be a mixing of migrants from all four subgroups in all areas
of the city.

However, in the rural areas there seemed to be

little mixing in destination zones. It was observed that those
from the northern origin zone seemed to go more to the northern
destination zone than the other rural zones, and more than
movers from other origins as well.

Similarly, movers from the

central origin zone seemed to dominate the destination zone
east of the city, and movers from the southern origin zone
seemed to dominate the southern destination zone. The null
hypothesis that there was no significant difference in the
number of movers from each origin zone in each destination
2
zone was tested using chi-square, and it was rejected (x = 16.620
df = 6, p = .980) (see Appendix B, Table 1) .
Information on the quality of neighborhoods in Welland is
available from an urban renewal study which was begun in 1965 and
completed in 1968 (Faludi et al, 1968).

Various indices of

housing and neighborhood quality were investigated, compiled, and
mapped with one city block being the smallest unit for which
information was recorded.

Some of the indices were physical

features: age of buildings and condition of buildings; some were
social: instances of welfare and juvenile deliquency; and the
others were mixed: population density, overcrowding of buildings,
and percentage tenant occupancy.

Thresholds were defined for

each index, and any block whose rating was beyond that threshold
was considered to be "deficient". Finally, a map showing deficient
* The Tables accompanying statistical tests are all found in
Appendix B.
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blocks was compiled (Faludi et al; 93-107).

The study was intended

to indicate areas in need of urban renewal. However, it was felt
that this might not show areas which were deficient, but to a less
severe extent, and which would be important to this study. Thus,
a second, lower threshold was set, and any block rating beyond it
was considered to possess minor deficiencies. For example, the
urban renewal study considered any block deficient if the population density was greater than 60 persons per acre. For this
study, that was taken as a major deficiency and a minor deficiency
was considered to be any block exceeding 40 persons per acre.
It was found that of the 50 households moving into Welland, 32
moved to blocks which were in no way deficient, and 18 moved to
blocks with deficiencies (10 with one or more major deficiencies,
8 with one or more minor deficiencies).

It would have been

desirable to break the ratings into their physical and social
aspects, but the small numbers involved would have hindered further
analysis.

This portion of the urban renewal study was investi-

gated in 1966, at the same time that the expropriated householders
were searching the city, looking in many cases at the same variables.
Another aspect of the movement, one which would be of particular interest to anyone familiar with the Welland area is the
impact of the old canal as a barrier to movement.

It has long

been recognized as a barrier in the physical sense (Faludi et al,
1968, p. 2) and the social sense (Jackson, 1975, 66), but did not
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seem to be a barrier to expropriated households seeking new homes.
In the physical sense, about one third located west of it and
two thirds east of it, but this can probably be explained largely
in terms of the distance decay effect. That it did not have much
of an impact can also be seen by the fact that while only three
households crossed it on the journey to work before expropriation,
twenty-three did afterwards, despite the fact that until the new
canal was opened in 1973 the old canal was a major obstacle
during the navigation season.

In the social sense, with a ranking

of 40 on the Blishen scale as a dividing line, an equal proportion of those from both upper and lower status levels moved to
the west side (22%) and the east side (78%).
One final aspect of the spatial movement of the households
in the sample is that only four moved out of the Welland area.
In all four cases, the location of the head of household's job
was in the city the household moved to.

It is possible that there

is some bias in the sample concerning long distance inter-city
moves.

If the household left the Niagara Region and has not

returned in the interim, it was not interviewed.

Four such cases

were mentioned by relatives or former neighbors, and it is likely
that others exist. One interview was carried out with a household
that has since returned to the Welland area, and in another case
the parents left the region but the children were interviewed.
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III.2

RELOCATION DECISION
Recalling the discussion of Brown and Moore's location

decision model in section 1.2, we can now examine the pertinent
information from the interviews. Unfortunately, since it had
been as much as nine years since the move took place, the memory
of the relocation decision was in many instances not extensive
enough to enable collection of very precise information. In
order to gain truly relevant insights into the relocation one
would have to gather more detailed information as the decision
was being made. Despite these limitations, findings of a descriptive nature are discussed below.
The first phase of the model is the decision to move,
based on perceived dissatisfactions.

In expropriation the deci-

sion to move is imposed on the household from the exterior, but
an attempt was made through questioning to guage perceived dissatisfactions at the old location.

Concerning likes, all replied

that they had some liking for the old home, with 24 reporting one
favourable factor, 31 reporting two, and 30 reporting three.
Concerning dislikes at the old home, 50 expressed no dislikes
whatsoever, 29 expressed only one and 6 expressed two. The
specific likes and dislikes most commonly reported are in Table
III.3.

The accuracy of recall necessary to give some weighting

or ranking to each individual's likes and dislikes was not evident
and there can be no comparison of the relative importance of them.
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TABLE III.3 MOST FREQUENTLY EXPRESSED OPINIONS ABOUT
EXPROPRIATED HOME

LIKES
Spacious

_,, „
„
"In the Country"

Near Town yet
^ .
.*

Privacy

Tranquil

Near
Job

34

17

14

12

12

10

DISLIKES
No Dislikes
50

No City_ Services (Sewers,Water,Bus)
17

Miscellaneous
6

A total of 176 likes and 41 dislikes were expressed by the 85
respondents.
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Overall, based on the numbers and kinds of likes and dislikes
expressed, it can be seen that the feeling was one of general
contentment with their former residence. A note of reservation
is due, however, for in some cases there seemed to be a tendency
toward nostaglia in which only the good aspects were remembered.
The second phase of the relocation process is the search
and selection of a new home. Concerning the search procedure,
questions were asked about the householder's activity space and
the source from which information on the eventual new location
was taken. As was seen in Section II.1, the activity spaces
were polarized toward Welland, with a number including the rural
areas and villages near the expropriated home. No data was
gathered on aspirations or indirect contact space, but the influence of the activity space would lead one to expect, as found,
that most would not leave the Welland area. The information
sources used to find the eventual new locations were: real estate
(29 households), personal search such as driving around (17),
friends (16), family (6), and newspapers (6). Eight households
moved to other property they owned, and three did not answer
the question.
During the interviews, the respondents were asked what
locations, other than the home eventually selected, they had
considered,, indicating both other specific locations and other
areas in which they had searched.

The detail of their recollections

varied substantially, for example, seven could not remember and
twenty-four said they had looked only at the home they selected,
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Other than the thirty-one cases accounted for above,
forty reported that they had searched areas adjacent to, or
similar to, the area in which they eventually settled.

Fourteen

replied that they had also searched in areas quite different or
quite far from the area in which they bought, for example,
searching in a rural location and later settling in an urban
location.
The final phase of the relocation process is the evaluation of potential sites and the choice among them of the new
location. On the evaluation no information is available except
that which can be inferred from the eventual decision, as no
question such as "What sort of home were you looking for?" was
asked.

They were asked, however, what factors had been important

in choosing the new home over other places considered. Their
answers are presented in Table III.4.

Price was clearly the

most important consideration, with the convenience of the location in terms of access to various activities also being very
important, followed by special attributes of the site or situation.
It can be said, then, that at least these things were considered
in the evaluation, but undoubtedly the evaluation was based on other
things as well.

While no further information is available on

the decision process per se, there are differences in the characteristics of households deciding on different types of locations.
As to the choice of Welland versus another location, couples and
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TABLE III.4
REASONS FOR CHOOSING NEW HOME

Special Conditions

Qf

Sale (Total = 43)

Only Thing
Could Afford

Good Bargain

Owned Already

21

13

8

Accessibility
Near
Family

Near
Job

Near
School

Knew Owner

(Total - 26)

Near
Former Home

Near
Shopping

11

Special Attributes of Site (Total = 8)
Large Lot

"Liked House"

3

Good Soil

3

Privacy
1

1

Special Attributes of Situation (Total = 8)

Good Road
3

Pleasant
Neighborhood

Outside City

Far From
New Canal
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single persons tended to move to Welland more than families did.
(Difference of Proportions, Z - 1.67, p = .953), all three fulltime farmers moved to rural locations while four of five
retired householders moved to urban locations, and in general
those moving to the country had on the average been living
longer at their expropriated (rural) home than those moving
to the city (Difference of Means, t - 2.392, df = 83, p * .982).
It is interesting to note that there was no statistically significant relationship between the choice of a Welland location and
the number of job, shopping and other ties to Welland (chi-square,
2
X = 6.784, df = 5, p « .763), or the relative dissatisfaction
at the expropriated location (Difference of Proportions, Z = 1.35,
p = .915), or whether the adults of the household had grown up
in urban or rural areas (Difference of Proportions, Z = 1.24,
p = .900).

Tables 2 through 6 of the Appendix B contain summaries

of the above tests.
Regarding the characteristics of households moving to
Welland, those moving to deficient areas were significantly
older. (Difference of means, t = 2.489, df = 47, p = .996), and
all four retired households moving to the city went to deficient
areas. While the statistical relationship is very strong, however,
the reason that age is the differentiating criterion is not known.
Reasoning that since the deficiency ratings were based on physical
and social indicators, comparisons were made between the choice of
deficient areas in terms of financial and social variables. No
statistically significant relationship was found between the choice
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of deficiency areas and occupation (^ -8.466, df - 4, p • .924), family
size (Difference of Proportions, Z = 1.04, p = .851) or the
amount of compensation received for the expropriated home
(Difference of means, t = .23131, df * 36, p = .524).

Tables 7

to 10 of Appendix B contain summaries of the preceeding statistical tests.
The final aspect of the relocation decision to be discussed is the effect of time on the movers. As pointed out by
Brown and Moore (1970), as the time remaining before a move
must be made grows shorter the chances of a hasty or unwise decision increase. This effect turned out to be exceedingly difficult
to measure, for the dates by which various parcels of land were
needed by the Seaway Authority varied, and the way in which
households perceived the time element also varied substantially.
Some felt the destruction of their home by construction crews
was imminent although it wasn't, and a few individuals waited
until the construction crews were literally at their doorstep,
and had to be evicted. When the year in which the household
moved was considered, the resulting spatial distribution suggested
that there was no significant difference in the areas selected
for relocation. One effect that the passage of time did appear
to have was an effect on the cost of acquiring a new home.
Mr. R. Audet, a Welland Real Estate Agent involved in appraisal
of the properties for compensation, stated in an interview on
August 1, 1975 that prices in the Welland area were increasing
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at that time. For the interviewed sample, the mean cost of buying
an existing home increased from $15,810 to $18,333 throughout the
period, and the mean cost of constructing a new home increased
from $17,386 to $24,600. It is interesting to compare these
prices with an Ontario Housing Corporation study, quoted in the
urban renewal study.

It reported that in 1966 "the average cost

for new construction runs from $16,500 to $18,000"(Faludi et al,
1968, p. 68). Once the amount of compensation had been agreed to,
usually based on fair market value at the time of expropriation
(Audet, 1975), it was fixed and could not be changed, even if the
household delayed moving (Cronmiller, 1975).

Twenty-two of the

sample complained that due to rising prices they had to pay more
for their new home than they had received for the old one, and
another fourteen stated that while the compensation was enough
to purchase the new home, rising prices meant that moving and
inconvenience costs were not covered by the compensation.

In principal, 10% was added to the value of the property
to cover moving and inconvenience costs (Cronmiller, 1975).
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III.3

IMPACT OF THE RELOCATION
Thus far, the relocation of the expropriated homeowners

has been discussed in terms of spatial patterns and the relocation
decision framework.
relocations:

There is another very important aspect of

the impact of the change of residence on the activity

patterns and attitudes of the movers, and the impact of the movers
as a group on the urban system.

It is especially important in

the case of involuntary relocations to know something about how
the expropriated households are affected.
Information was gathered in the interviews on the number
of changes in activity patterns occurring within one year of the
move.

These changes might be necessitated directly by the move,

they might be an adjustment of the household to its new environment, or they might be coincidentally contemporaneous. An
example of the first type would be a change in the school or church
attended because of having crossed district or parish boundaries;
an example of the second type would be a change in shopping or
visiting habits, and an example of the third type would be a
change in jobs unrelated to the expropriation or the new location. Whatever the reason for the change, it would amplify the
impact of the primary change from one dwelling place to another.
The information on changes refers essentially to those activities
listed in Table II.6 with the addition of changes in the frequency
of visits with neighbors, and any other changes mentioned by the
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households such as "whole lifestyle disrupted" or "hard
adjustment because I had lived in that house since birth".
The number of changes considered was eleven and the median
number of changes was 4 with all households experiencing
at least two and some as many as nine. Table III.5 contains
information on the number of changes in each activity and
the total number of changes.
The change in visits with neighbors bears
further discussion because it is in this category that
the greatest number of changes was experienced, and because
it was mentioned spontaneously in so many interviews.
More than half, or forty-six out of eighty-five households,
reported that they visit less at their new location than at their
old one, and furthermore this state of affairs in most cases
has continued until the present, possibly reflecting a lack of
adjustment to, or acceptance of, an urban environment by people
from a rural environment.

Some typical comments from the inter-

views are, "Now I just say hello, but in the country we used to
help each other", and "people in the country were friendlier",
and "in the country you knew everyone, but here you're lucky
if you know your next door neighbour".

Evenfcnosereporting

more frequent visiting in an urban environment seemed to agree
that there is a qualitative difference," we visit more because
we have neighbors, but there's less cooperation", or "I think
I visit just as often, but there's no community spirit".
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TABLE

III.5

CHANGES IN HOUSEHOLDS' ACTIVITIES
ACTIVITY

CHANGE

NO CHANGE

NO PARTICIPATION
OR
NOT APPLICABLE

NO ANSWER

Work - Head
of HouseHold

15

65

5

Other working Member
of Family

4

19

62

39

37

0

9

-Other
items

17

60

0

8

-Outside
Welland

16

30

36

3

33

42

0

9

37

6

28

23

32

1

23

53

0

31

0

1

57

0

0

Shopping
-Groceries

Church
Family
Visits

School

more
often-6
less
often-8

29
(123
children'

Community
Organizations

join
new-14
quit
old-8

Visiting
Neighbors

7-more
often
46-less
often

Other
Changes

28

0
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Similarly, changes in both family visiting and job changes merit
further comment.

Being near relatives was one reason mentioned

for choosing the eventual new home over other alternatives.
(Table III.4)

Also, there were eleven instances of

members of

the same family living in adjacent houses, and in only one case
did they succeed in purchasing two adjacent houses. This was
an important factor in decreasing

the frequency of visits within

the family, and it was found that changes in visiting were
related to changes in distance between the related households
(Chi-square, x 2 =

13.279, df = 4, p = .991) (Appendix B, Table II).

Changes relating to work are interesting for two reasons.
First of all, most of those changing their place of work were
persons whose job site was expropriated, meaning that the
working population was quite stable.

Secondly, a short journey

to work was cited as a reason both for liking the old home
(Table III.3) and choosing the new one (Table III.4).

For this

reason it seemed relevant to examine the changes in journey to
work brought about by the change in residence, which is presented in Figure III.4.

It can be seen that in only a few

cases is the journey longer or shorter by a difference of as much
as four miles. Viewed in a travel time framework, it may be
noted that those who now travel farthest are rural dwellers who
travel into the city on high speed roads. Thus only in perhaps
one or two cases was the journey to work after expropriation
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greater than the pre-expropriation journey by more than ten
minutes.

It is not possible to say, however, whether this is

cause or effect. The decision to keep the journey to work constant may have influenced the move to urban areas, or it may be
that since most households moved to Welland, where their jobs
happened to be, the distance remained approximately equal.
Both explanations apply to the members of the sample.
Aside from an impact on activity patterns, the expropriation and relocation influenced the attitudes of the people
who had to move. The last question in the interview (Appendix A)
was a summary question posed orally as follows: "It's been
about 9 years now since the expropriation, and looking back,
in the long run how would you rank the effect of the expropriation, the move, everything, on your life?

I want to know

how you feel now, not how you felt then. Would you say that overall
it has been very good, fairly good, very bad, fairly bad, or that
it didn't have much effect?" Approximately one quarter replied
that the effect was a good one, one quarter that they felt no
effect, and one half that the effect was bad (Table III.6).
This variable "effect" was taken as a measure of expressed satisfaction and as a check was initially cross-tabulated with five
other variables from the interview which might indirectly indicate
satisfaction.

These were my evaluation of the effect the move

had on them based on their reactions during the interview, "other"
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TABLE III.6
EFFECT OF THE EXPROPRIATION

VERY GOOD

8

FAIRLY GOOD

NOT MUCH EFFECT

14

20

FAIRLY BAD

19

VERY BAD

24
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information volunteered but not in the interview schedule, their
rating of the new neighborhood as compared to the former, their
rating of the new house as compared to the former, and whether
they felt the compensation paid for the old home was fair or not.
The relationships were not statistically tested but seemed to
support use of the "effect" response as a measure of satisfaction.
It is felt that dissatisfaction is more apt to be present after
a forced move than after a voluntary move, and an attempt was
made to discover other variables that were related to relative
satisfaction or dissatisfaction.
Money seems to be the root of all dissatisfaction.
Those who felt the compensation was unfair were significantly more dissatisfied than those who felt it was
fair (x2 = 12.289, df = 4, p = .985), and the difference between
what they wanted and what they received increased progressively
from an average of $200 more per household for those reporting
that the effect was very good to an average $10,563 more per
household for those reporting that the effect was very bad.
Relationships which were strong, but not statistically significant, were found between the number of activity pattern changes
and dissatisfaction (Analysis of variance, F = 2.367, df = 4 and
80, p = .941), and the satisfaction expressed with the expropriated home and current dissatisfication (Difference of Proportions, Z = 1.56, p = .941).

Tables 12 to 14 of Appendix B

accompanying the statistical tests used above.
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Whereas the amount of compensation and its perceived adequacy
seem to be the major sources of dissatisfaction, it is interesting
to note by what margin it was thought to be inadequate. The householders were asked how much they received in compensation, and
how much they felt they should have received.

Of the sixty-nine

respondents, twenty-nine replied that the amount they had been
paid was fair.

The other forty wanted an average of $7,650 more

each, or a total of $305,000. If this were extended to all 150
expropriated houses, it would have meant an addition of about
$665,000 to the $188.3 million dollar total cost (Jackson, 1975
p.24) of the canal by-pass project. During the July 7, 1975
interview with Mr. R. J. Cronmiller of the Seaway Authority,
it was suggested that it might have been acceptable to pay the
expropriated homeowners more in order to avoid the human costs
of dissatisfaction, but he felt that homeowners had a tendency
to subjectively value their home at a considerably higher figure
than its actual market value, and thus, many would be dissatisfied even if given a price above its true value.

It is not the

purpose of this study to decide the value of an expropriated
home in monetary or social terms, it is a fact that there is a
strong relationship between perceived insufficient compensation
and present dissatisfaction.

There was also a change in the

attitude of expropriated householders toward government, and
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government intervention in their lives. While very few denied
the necessity of the new canal channel, a number felt the way
they had been treated was unfair. Although the Seaway Authority
seems to have made reasonable efforts to communicate with the
expropriated homeowners by opening a branch office in Welland
and holding public meetings in the local area (Cronmiller, 1975
confirmed by an undated newspaper clipping shown by one of
those interviewed), some households felt there was a lack of
effective feedback to the Seaway Authority.

Altough the broad

outlines of the project were announced on December 6, 1965,
the letter of expropriation came as a shock to many homeowners,
and its effect was heightened by the unfortunate coincidence
of its arrival on Christmas Eve. When asked if they thought
the Seaway Authority and its agents had dealt fairly with them,
forty-six households replied in the affirmative and thirty-two
in the negative. Perhaps because of their treatment during
expropriation, many expressed an opposition to any future government intervention in their lives. While information was being
collected at the Welland Planning Office, a member of staff
mentioned that they had often encountered opposition when a
zoning change was proposed near the home of someone who had
been expropriated.

Jackson (1975,p.l92) also mentions this

phenomenon concerning a proposed highway development in Welland.

58
When a household changes its place of residence,
its activity patterns, as has just been seen, are also
altered.

When many householders from one area move en masse,

there can be implications for the entire urban system. The
expropriated households form a quite stable work force.
Other than the eleven retirements, only nine heads of households and five others reported a change in workplace within
a year of the move.

In all fourteen cases, the change was

reported to be a result of the expropriation, either because
the job site itself was expropriated or because the new
residential location made the commuting distance excessive.
As a further indication of stability, only four heads of
households have changed their workplace between the year
after their move and 1975 (not including retirements, persons
with no fixed workplace and the six persons employed by a
firm that has since gone bankrupt).

From the small numbers

involved it is evident that the impact on the labour force
was insignificant.
Shopping habits, however, were more subject to
change. When questionned about grocery shopping, 37
replied that they continued to patronize the same store.
Another 39 replied that they had switched their patronage
subsequent to the change in residence, and of these, 29
cited increased travel distance as the reason. The resultant
trend, in aggregate, was a shift away from grocery shopping
downtown (formerly 26 families, now 15), and a dispersal of
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shopping locations from a concentration on the east side
of the canal (formerly all 76 respondents) to the west
side (15 households) and out-of-town locations (10 households).

This distribution is similar to the current dis-

tribution of the locations of households. An exception
to this is the fact that seven households formerly purchased
groceries in either Dain City or Port Robinson, and now none
do.

The change in "other" shopping habits was similar,

entailing a shift from downtown (formerly 58 households, now
40), to shopping plazas (formerly 6, now 12 households) and
out-of-town locations (formerly 6, now 12).

Again, increased

distance to the formerly patronized shopping place was the
principal reason cited for changes. As regards shopping in
places other than the Welland area, neither the distribution
of locations patronized nor the frequency of trips to those
places changed significantly, but whereas 36 had reported
shopping only in the Welland area before the re-location,
47 shopped exclusively in the Welland area afterwards.
Once again, increased distance to the old location was the
reason most often given for changing.

Cutler documented a

trend for a decreasing proportion of all shopping to be done
downtown, especially for groceries (1966, p. 25 and 41).
Of the three downtown supermarkets, one closed between 1960
and 1965, another between 1965 and 1970, and the third between

60
1970 and 1975. Thus, the shift in habits on the part of
expropriated households might have been merely coincident
to the change of residence, and not caused by it. Although
as many as half of the households switched patronage from
one store to another most of these cancelled each other so
that no one establishment had a change of more than five
households.

Thus, the absolute impact of the relocation of

the households on shopping was minimal.
Concerning church attendance and involvement in community
organizations, there seems to have been relatively little overall
change, the information volunteered by the respondents being too
general to discuss particular parishes or organizations.
An exception to this is the expropriation of a church in
Port Robinson.

It has not been rebuilt, and thus a community

gathering place was lost not only to many of the sample, but
also to many who were not expropriated.

Finally, the move-

ment of so many families from a relatively restricted area
had a fairly significant impact on the local schools, at
least in the short term, as 123 children changed schools,
and the changes did not tend to balance out as in the case of
shopping.
Up to this point, the relocation and its side effects
have been largely treated in a static manner.

Once the move

to a new location was made, its spatial aspects, and its
impact on households or the urban system were considered
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as they existed at the time of the move, or just after it.
Since all the expropriated households had relocated by
1969, and most by 1967, one would expect changes in the
Welland area which affect the households, and changes in the
households and their activity patterns as well.

To examine

all of these changes would be beyond the scope of this study,
and only the aspect most central to a residential relocation
study will be discussed:

subsequent changes of residence

between the time of the initial move and summer 1975. Before
proceeding, it should be pointed out that, as with intercity movers, there may be a bias in the sample with respect
to households which have changed their place of residence
frequently since the expropriation.

The information in

telephone and city directories concerning such households
would be more likely to be incorrect, reducing their chances
of being found for interview purposes.
The sub-group of 20 households changing residence
more than once between summer 1965 and summer 1975 was compared to the subgroup of 65 households changing residence
only once during that period.

They were found to be quite

similar before the expropriation.

No significant difference

was found between the two sub-groups on the basis of age,
(Difference of Means, t - .825, df - 83, p = .583), occupational ranking on the Blishen scale (Chi-square, x 2 = 5.694,
df - 4, p » .777), or family size (Chi-square, x 2 = 2.329,
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df = 7, p = .061).

(Appendix B, Tables 15 to 17).

Those

who would later move more than once had, however, lived at
the expropriated home significantly fewer years than those
who would move only once (Difference of Means, t = 1.803, df =
83, p = .992) (Appendix B, Table 18).

This fact might

indicate that the sub-group moving more than once was composed of households with an already established higher propensity to move.
The two sub-groups were then compared with respect to post-expropriation factors. They were not found
to be significantly different with respect to expressed
satisfaction with the expropriation (Chi-square, x 2

=

df = 4, p = .127) or compensation (Chi-square, x 2

.031,

=

1»234,

df = 1, p = .138), nor with respect to a change in the type of
environment lived in (for example rural to urban) (Chi-square,
X2 = 1.412, df = 1, p = .70), or whether or not they went to
the deficient areas defined in section III.l (Chi-square,
X 2 = .663, df = 1, p = .584).

The tables accompanying the

preceeding statistical tests are Tables 19 to 22 in Appendix
B.

Only a change in tenure or a decrease in the perceived

quality of the house or neighborhood first moved to had a
significant influence on the tendency to move again.
Of the 5 households moving into rented accommodation, two
moved once again, one moved twice more, and one has moved
four times in the interval. None of the 12 households moving
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to neighborhoods they felt were better than the former
neighborhood moved again, while 12 of the 32 moving to neighborhoods they felt were worse did move again, and 5 of 35
moving to neighborhood which were about the same moved again
(Chi-square, x 2 " 9.123, df = 2, p - .991) (Appendix B,
Table 23).

Those initially moving to dwellings which were

worse than the expropriated dwelling (on the basis of age
and state of repair) similarly were more apt to move again
than those who went to better dwellings (Chi-square, x 2
17.954, df = 2, p - .999) (Appendix B, Table 24).

=

The

reasons why a number of households moved in such a manner
as to decrease place utility are not known.

It is possible

that they made their decision while under an extreme time
constraint (real or perceived) which affected their judgement,
or that they were unable for some reason to replicate their
former conditions.

It is also possible that the decifiencies

were not apparent before they actually began to live there
or that their attitudes, aspirations or needs changed at a later
time.
In sum, the sub-group of households moving more than once
does not seem to differ from the sub-group of households moving
only once in socio-economic or demographic terms. Those moving
more than once would seem to have been a more mobile group to
begin with, and the choice of rented versus purchased accommodation or a large change in the quality of the house or neighbor-
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hood appear to halve had an influence on the propensity to move.
Any moves not accounted for by these factors were probably
due to life-cycle changes (such as retirement or death of
spouse) or other events unconnected with the expropriation
and relocation.

In terms of mobility rates, the group has

clearly not become significantly more mobile since expropriation.

Between summer 1965 and summer 1975 there were only

128 moves for eighty-five households, or a mobility rate of
15% per year.

If one discounts the 85 forced moves, the

mobility rate is only 5% per year, which is not a high rate.
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1.

Summary of Findings
As far as the spatial re-distribution of expropriated

households is concerned, the major qualitative change was a rural
to urban shift, which can be understood in the light of four
factors.

First of all, the movement exhibited the typical dis-

tance-decay effect (Morril, 1963), and there was an expected
directional bias toward the focus of the households' activity
spaces in the city of Welland (Adams, 1969; Johnston, 1972).
This latter aspect also meant that upon changing their dwelling
place most households were faced with the choice of a significant
increase or decrease in their costs of access (travel) to their
activities.

Since housing costs were relatively constant, it was

to be expected that many would find their equilibrium point, or
maximization of place utility, in Welland where their travel costs
would be decreased (Alonso, 1965).

Finally, housing market

conditions were such that more potential relocation sites existed
in urban areas due to a greater housing stock and a higher
vacancy (mobility)* rate than rural areas, and sites for the construction of new housing being relatively restricted in the
nearby rural area.
In addition to the overall rural to urban movement and
distance-decay other patterns were noted.

When the sample was

* Census of Canada, 1971, volume 1, part 2, table 29-4.
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broken into sub-groups according to area of origin (Fig. III.3)
the distance-decay effect was evident for each sub-group as well
as for the whole sample.
It was also noted that of the 50 households moving
to Welland, 18 located in areas which were observed to be
deficient in some physical or social sense.

It must also be

noted that only two households located in any of the four
worst areas which were recommended for urban renewal (Faludi
et al, 1968).

Those two households are both on the edge of

the Central Business district, which is located just south
of the aqueduct which carries the old canal over the Welland
River in the heart of Welland (Figure III.l).

It can be

seen from Figure III.l in conjunction with the above information
that this group of in-migrants from the local area went to the
suburbs rather than the "central city area", whether that is
defined in terms of spatial location or housing quality.

This

confirms the modern finding of Charbonneau and Legare (1967),
Boyce (1969) and Duncan (1974).
Two aspects of the spatial re-location pattern remain
to be discussed.

Firstly, although the old canal was known

to have been a physical and social barrier in the past (Faludi
et al, 1968; Jackson, 1975), as an impediment to the relocation
of expropriated households its effect was minimal on both
accounts.

This could mean that one of the secondary goals of
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the new canal by-pass, the elimination of the old canal as a
barrier, was anticipated by the relocating households and
so in a sense partially achieved through their actions.
Finally, in all four cases where households moved to cities
other than Welland, a change in job location to that city was
given as the reason, which was expected according to AbuLughod and Foley (1966).
Information on the relocation decision can be
compared to two other studies, Rossi's 1955 interviews of
1,000 relocating households in Philadelphia, and Barrett's
1973 interviews of 380 home buyers in Toronto.

The exprop-

riated home owners under study here expressed far fewer complaints about the former residence than those interviewed by
Rossi or Barrett.

Fifty had no complaints at all and nearly

all expressed a greater liking than disliking for the former
home.

This difference in findings is quite natural since

Rossi and Barrett interviewed householders who were dissatisfied enough to move, and therefore, had at least one complaint
and probably several. At the same time, the author had the
impression that the tendency to report more likes than dislikes
was part of a nostalgic longing for the cliched "country life",
a mild form of the grief emotion documented by Fried (1966).
Regarding the information sources used to find the
home eventually purchased, the expropriated sample had the same
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order of preference at Barrett's home buyers, with one
exception.

In both cases real estate agents were used more

often than walking and riding around, which were used more
often than newspapers. But whereas Barrett found that personal contacts were used about as often as newspapers (i.e.
by relatively few people) in this study it was the most common
source of information (30 households, versus 29 using real
estate).

This is partially due to the differences between

Barrett's sample, which included many young upwardly mobile
households in a Metropolitan setting, and the expropriated
sample which had more older established households and
included several whose families had lived in the area fifty
to one hundred years. Thus, eight households were able to
move to other property they owned in the region, and in four
cases they purchased property from their family, with both
situations occurring predominantly in rural areas. Even if
these cases are discounted, personal contacts were still relatively more important than in Barrett's study.

It is postu-

lated that in a city like Welland (population 39,000 in 1966)
and the area surrounding it, it is possible for ones personal
contacts to be aware of a much greater proportion of the
housing market than in a metropolitan area like Toronto. As
was noted in Chapter II.2, Rossi found the order of importance
of these information sources to be inverse, reflecting the
large number of renters in his study.
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In his discussion of search, Barrett noted that about
70% of the households moved to locations within their pre-move
awareness space, and that 14% seriously considered buying only
the dwelling actually purchased, while the rest examined two
or more. Rossi did not consider awareness space, but found that
33% moved to the only dwelling looked at. He also found that most
owners buy accommodation again, and similarly renters tend to
rent again. As was previously noted, the findings of this study
would seem to support Barrett's finding of a preponderance of
movement within the awareness space, and 28% claimed not to
have seriously considered alternatives to the dwelling moved to.
If those moving to sites owned by themselves or their family are
not included, the percentage drops to 18%. As Rossi indicated,
80 of the 85 expropriated owners moved to owner-occupied
dwellings.
The reasons given for selecting the new dwelling in each
of the three studies are presented in Table IV.1 for clarity.
Although the same factors are important in all three studes, their
relative importance varies from one to the other.

The chief

difference seems to be that accessibility factors were mueh more
important to the Welland group than to the Philadelphia or Toronto
samples.
There are other aspects of the relocation decision which
pertain only to this study.

There were differences in the charac-

teristics of households moving to Welland and those choosing
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TABLE IV. 1
COMPARISON OF REASONS FOR
SELECTING NEW HOME

Rossi (1955, Philadelphia
Barrett (1973, Toronto
owners and renters)
buyers only)

Sherwood (1975,
expropriated
owners only )

1-price considerations

1-attributes of site

1-price
considerations

2-attributes of situation

2-price considerations

2-accessibility

3-attributes of site

3-attributes of
situation

4-other

4-accessibility

3-attributes of
site, situation (equal
ranking )

5-other

4-other
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other locations (chiefly villages and rural areas).

A greater

proportion of couples and single persons moved to Welland
than families, and conversely a greater proportion of families
than non-families moved to other locations.

Those moving to

Welland had been living at the expropriated (rural) address a
shorter period of time than those remaining outside Welland,
but whether the householders had grown up in a rural or urban
environment did not make a significant difference.

Those

moving to Welland were compared with the others on the basis
of the number of activities for which they travelled to
Welland.

Somewhat surprisingly, the number of ties to Welland

did not differ significantly between the two groups.

This

seems to show that the activity space alone is not determinant
of eventual location.

This does not of course, contradict the

conclusion that the awareness space influences the relocation
decision, as households may move

to locations of which they

are aware but near which they may seldom travel.

The special

case of those moving to other property owned by them illustrates
this.
As far as differentiating factors between those moving
to the observed deficiency and non-deficiency areas are concerned, there was no significant social or economic difference
between the groups.

There was, however, a difference in age,

with those relocating in deficiency areas being significantly
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older, although no explanation for this can be advanced here.
In regards to the effect of time constraints on the relocation
decision, it was found that the necessary information to draw
relevant insights was not available.

It could only be observed

that housing costs were inflating throughout the moving period
of 1966-1969, and that this would affect the households' economic constraints.
The third major area of findings is the impact of the
relocation on the expropriated households and the urban system.
Fried (1966) found fragmentation of routines and alteration in
spatially oriented action in his study of an urban expropriated
group.

These also occurred in the rural expropriated group

in question.

The median number of changes in activity patterns

was four, and strong disruptions were observed in relationships
with neighbors. More than half of the households still do not
visit as frequently with neighbors as before the move. Disruptions in family visiting were not frequent, but were especially
strongly felt when the expropriated household and its relatives
had been living close to each other and this condition could
not be reproduced after the relocation.

Pertaining to the

journey to work, Getis' (1969) concept of the "critical isochrome" seems most appropriate to the behaviour of the expropriated sample.

The change in travel to work was in nearly all

cases plus or minus five miles/ten minutes, with about as many
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increases as decreases.

Many households experienced changes

in the location of shopping and worship, but qualitatively
these seemed less important to those interviewed.

Many chil-

dren changed schools but the parents interviewed did not
think this had been too stressful, although the author suspects
otherwise.
Fried (1966) also found that changes in attitude
and outlook can occur subsequent to expropriation, especially
in working class households having lived a long time at the
expropriated home, as was the case with this group.

On the

whole, the reactions seemed less extreme than the grieving
for the previous home and neighborhood that Fried found,
although some individuals did react that strongly.

About

one half are still dissatisfied with the expropriation and
accompanying changes, one quarter now say that it had little
or no effect on their lives in the long run, and one quarter
say that it had a beneficial effect.

The main correlate of

dissatisfaction was perceived insufficient monetary compensation for the expropriated home, and the average difference
between what they actually received and what they felt they
should have received increased with increasing dissatisfaction.
Strong, but not statistically significant (p = .941) relationships
were found between the number of activity changes and dissatisfaction, and the satisfaction with the old home and dissatisfaction with the relocation.

A negative attitude toward
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government in general was observed, as has been noted by Jackson
(1975).
The relocation of one hundred and fifty households was
expected to have a significant impact on the urban system, but
based on the sample of eighty-five interviewed this did not
occur. An exception was the change in enrollment in local schools,
and even this would only be on a short term basis.
The final topic to be discussed was which households,
and how many, moved again.

Since the sample was relatively

stable to begin with, it was expected that it would remain so,
unless, as Morrison (1970) suggested, mobility decisions are
cumulative, so that once disturbed they might become more
mobile.

In fact the mobility rate has been quite low in the

interval.

Subsequent movers and non-movers were not signi-

ficantly different with respect to age or household size,
although these factors commonly distinguish between high and
low mobility groups. There is some debate as to whether there
is a difference in mobility rates with respect to class distinctions (Simmons, 1968; Pickvance, 1974).

This study

supported the findings of Moore (1969) that there is no relationship between the two. Those who moved to rented accommodation, although few number, conformed to the expectation based
on virtually all studies that they would be relatively more
mobile than those who continued to live in owned accomodation.
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Those moving again had lived at the expropriated home significantly fewer years than the non-movers, which may either be
an indication that they were an already more mobile sub-group
or, in veiw of the previously observed tendency for those with
a short pre-expropriation duration of residence to move to
Welland, may reflect the urban mobility rate, which is typically
higher than the rural rate.*

In fact, 25% of the city and

village dwellers have moved again, and only 13% of rural
dwellers have moved again. According to Wolpert (1966), one
could expect that those experiencing dissatisfaction or a
decrease in place utility at the new residence would be more
likely to move.

It is important to note that there was no

significant difference between the moving and non-moving subgroups on the basis of observed deficiencies, at the new location but that a statistically very significant difference
existed between them on the basis of perceived deficiencies
at the new location.

* Census of Canada, 1971, Volume 1, Part 2.
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2.

Conclusions and Areas of Future Study
In the introduction, the objective of this investigation

was set out as an attempt to answer questions concerning
where the expropriated households moved, the decision process
used by them, and the implications of the move.

The inter-

viewed sample (and the larger sample of all households traced
to their current locations) was found to relocate spatially
as expected according to the literature.

Since that litera-

ture is based on relocating households in general, one can
conclude that households which are forced to move do not
behave significantly differently in the spatial sense than
households which move voluntarily.

As far as the relocation

decision process is concerned, the expropriated sample again
was quite similar to non-expropriated groups. The major
exception, of course, is that most households move because
of dissatisfaction or place disutility, but expropriated
households must move, irregardless of their feelings about
their home.

It was also suggested that for homeowners

personal information sources are more important in smaller
cities than in large metropolitan areas. As regards the impact
of the relocation, it was found that expropriated rural dwellers
are affected in a similar manner to expropriated urban dwellers
in that a disruption in activity patterns occurs and attitudes
are affected.

While individual households may suffer many changes,
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the fact that most remain within the nearby area means that
these changes tend to cancel each other so that the urban
system is not greatly affected by the mass move.

In this

sense, the expropriated group is merely a sub-group of all
movers, having little impact in the short term, but acting
as an agent of change in the long term.
In this investigation the fieldwork came as much as
nine years after the households

had relocated, which made

it possible to judge long term effects and see final patterns.
Unfortunately, it was found that the crucial relocation
decision could be examined only superficially, and the effect
of the passing of time or a shortage of time on that decision
could not be examined at all. These very interesting aspects
could better be investigated by studying an on-going expropriation, but would require the researcher to be in the field
over a much longer period of time.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Note:
Lauber's (1974) questionnaire served as a guide in
preparing this one, with modifications by the author with
the help of Professor Fasick of the Department of Sociology,
University of Waterloo, who offered many very practical
suggestions.

THESIS INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

J
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David Sherwood
Interview No.

Name

Address

f
Date

'
i

1.

The first set of questions will give me a general picture of the area you lived in before
the new canal was built.

1. What street or road did you live on?
Near what crossroad?
2.

When did you receive the notice of expropriation?
When did you move out?
How many years had you lived there?

3. Did you grow up in the city or the country?
4.

Was your property a farm, or a house and lot?
Now?
F
HL
How many acres did you own?
Rent or lease
How much of this was expropriated? ALL, or

5.

How close was your nearest neighbor on each side?

6.

Do you know where any of your former neighbors live now?
Name
Street

What did you like about living there?
PRIVACY

NEAR TOWN

SPACIOUS

OTHER

GOOD NEIGHBORS

8. What did you not like about living there?
TOO FAR FROM TOWN

NO BUS

Town

GARDEN

CLEAN AIR

TRANQUIL

OTHER

NO SEWERS OR WATER

I ' • Now I would like to ask you some questions about you former home and situations as
compared to your present one.
9.

J(

Did you move straight from your old home to this one?
YES
NO
What other addresses have you lived at in the interval? (Questions on first move)

What do you ^Bl like about where you live now?
NEAR/IN TOWN

CONVENIENT

ATTRACTIVE AREA

What do you not like about where you live now?
LACK OF SPACE

OTHER
BUS

OTHER

NO GARDEN

When you decided to move here (or first move), what factors were important in choosing
this place instead of the other places you considered?
4^H^^
NEAR FAMILY
HOUSE/LOT
OTHER:

NEAR SHOPPING
(EXPLAIN)

PLEASANT NEIGHBORHOOD

NEAR JOB

CONDITION/SIZE OF

PRICE (EXPLAIN)
t

- 2 12a. What other locations did you consider?

(ADDRESS)
86

12b.

How did you find out about this property when you bought it?
FRIENDS

:3,

NEWSPAPER

REAL ESTATE

OTHER

How old is the head of the household?

NOTE:

WAS

first set of job information concerns head of household at time of move.

L4. What was your occupation?

NOW?

NO CHANGE, or

L5. Where did you work? FIRM
LOCATION
Do you still work there? YES NO RETIRED. Are you farther from work now? YES
If not, where do you work? FIRM
LOCATION
Did you change jobs because you had to change houses? YES NO
Is your new job better than your old one? YES NO When did you change jobs or
retire?
L6. How many people were in the family at that time?

NO

How many children?

17.

Did anyone else in the family work before you moved? YES NO
WHO?
OCCUPATION
WORKPLACE?
FULL / PART TIME
Did they change jobs within one year of the move? YES NO
WHY?

18.

Did any members of the family who didn't work before you moved begin to work within a
year of the move? YES NO
WHO?
OCCUPATION
WORKPLACE
Was this made possible by the move?

NOTE:

FULL / PART TIME
NO YES

(EXPLAIN)

All questions concern first move, if there are 2 or more.

19.

Were there any children in school when you moved?
schools at that time? YES NO
CHANGE:

YES

NO

Did any have to change

120,

In your former residence, where did you buy groceries?
NOW?
NO CHANGE, or WHERE AND WHY CHANGE?

21.

Where did you do most of your other shopping?
NOW?
NO CHANGE, or WHERE AND WHY CHANGE?

22.

In your former residence, did you go outside Welland to shop? YES NO
WHERE?
HOW OFTEN?
NOW?
NO CHANGE, or WHERE AND WHY CHANGE?

25.

Did you change churches when you moved?
to attend in?

i

24,

YES

NO

What town was the church you used
'

Were there any relatives of yours living in the Niagara Peninsula when you moved?
What relationship?
Where?
Do you live closer or farther from them now? How often did you visit them?
NOW?

YES

___
NO

- 3 87
5. Were you or members of
before you moved? YES
WHAT AND WHERE?
Did you/he/she stay
Did anyone join any
WHAT AND WHERE?
6,

your family involved in clubs, lodges, or sporting activities
NO
WHO?
active in it after moving? YES
new ones after moving? YES NO

NO
WHO?

Do you visit your present neighbors oftener than you used to visit your old neighbors
before you moved?
YES NO

NOTE:

Respondent's sex: M
F
Member of family:
Marital status before expropriation: S
M W/D/S

Now:

S

M

W/D/S

1_. This section gives me information about your dealings with the St. Lawrence Seaway.
17.

Was the amount they paid you for your house and property fair at that time? YES NO ALMOST
How much did you get?
How much do you feel you should have received?
Did you appeal the decision to expropriate? YES (WON / LOST) NO
Did you appeal the amount of compensation? YES (WON / LOST) NO

!8.

Do you feel overall that the Seaway personnel dealt fairly and properly with you?

'Si-

Do y o u rent or do y o u own your home?

50.

How much land have y o u here? L O T , o r

11-

Other information?

[_.

Concluding q u e s t i o n s .

12-

How d i e s your new house compare to your old one?

3.

How does your new neighborhood compare to your old one?

34.
i

YES

How much did y o u pay for it?

In g e n e r a l , t h e way you see i t now, how would you rank t h e e f f e c t of t h e whole t h i n g on
your l i f e ?
VERY GOOD FAIRLY GOOD
NO EFFECT
FAIRLY BAD
VERY BAD

riiark you very k i n d l y f o r your p a t i e n c e and c o o p e r a t i o n .
TOTES:

NO
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APPENDIX B
TABLES ACCOMPANYING STATISTICAL TESTS

Notes:
Difference of Proportion Tests were calculated according
to the method outlined by Blalock in Social Statistics (1960)
pp. 176-179.
All other tests were done on W.L.U.'s Xerox Sigma 6
computer using the SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (Nie et al, 1970).
In some of the chi-square tests that follow the expected
frequencies in certain cells are as low as one. Although
Blalock (1960) cautions against its use in such cases, others
have shown that it can be used.

See, for example, Cochran

(1954), Slakter (1968), Yarnold (1970), or Roscoe and Byars
(1971).
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TABLE 1

Null Hypothesis:

There is no significant difference in the
number of households from each origin
zone in each destination zone.

ORIGIN ZONES
Destination
Zones

Northern:
North of
Arterials

Central:
Arterial Extensions
of Principal Welland
Streets

North of
Welland

8

1

4

East and
West of
Welland

3

5

1

South of
Welland

3

1

6

Welland

24

19

7

Southern:
South of
Welland

N = 82
Test:

Chi-square

x 2 = 16.62

df = 6

Decision: The null hypothesis is rejected.

p = .990
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TABLE 2

Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the proportion of
families moving to Welland and the proportion of families
moving to other locations.
Families

Couple and
Single Persons

Moved to
Welland

35
(53.8%)

15
(75%)

Moved to
Other
Locations

30
(46.2%)

5
(25%)

Total

Test:

65

Difference of Proportions

Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected at the
.953 probability level.

20

N = 85
Z = 1.67
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TABLE 3

Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of
years those moving to Welland had lived at the expropriated
home and the number of years those moving to other locations
had lived at the expropriated homes.

Mean of Years
at Old Location

Number of
Cases

Moved to
Welland

12.520

50

Moved to Other
Locations

19.343

35

Test:

Difference of Means

df = 83
t = 2.392

Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected at the .982
probability level.
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TABLE 4
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference in the number of households
moving to Welland or other locations with respect to the
number of ties the household had to the city.
There were 9 potential ties to Welland: head of household's
job, other family job, school, church, grocery shopping,
other shopping, a claim that the household shopped only in
Welland, family visits and community organizations.
Number of Ties to Welland
Moved to
Welland
Moved to
Other Locations

3

4

5

6

7

8

3

6

15

15

7

4

4

7

12

3

7

2
N = 85

Test:

Chi-square
X2 =

6.784

df = 5

p = .763

Therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected.
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TABLE 5
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the proportion of people
expressing no dislikes moving to Welland, and the proportion of
people expressing one or two dislikes moving to Welland.
Number of Dislikes Expressed

Total

0

1-2

Moved to Welland

28
(53.9%)

24
(46.1%)

52

Moved to Other
Locations

22
(68.8%)

10
(31.2%)

32

Test:

Difference of Proportions
Z

=

1.35

p

=

N = 84

.915

Therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected.

TABLE 6
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the proportion of
householders who grew up in rural areas moving to Welland and
the proportion of householders who grew up in rural areas moving
to other locations.
GREW UP
Urban

Rural

Moved to Welland

19
(70.4%)

25
(55.5%)

Moved to Other
Locations

8
(29.6%)
27

20
(44.5%)
45

Test:

Difference of Proportions
Z - 1.24
p
Therefore the null hypothesis is not
rejected.

N = 72
=

.90
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TABLE 7
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the ages of those
moving to deficient areas and the ages of those moving to nondeficient areas.
Mean of Age of Movers

No. of Cases

Moved to Deficient
Areas

54.167

18

Moved to Non-Deficient
Areas

43.032

31

Test:

Difference of Means
t = 2.489

df = 47

Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected at the .996
probability level.
TABLE 8
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference in the number of households
from each occupational group moving to deficient and nondeficient areas.
Blishen Scale Ranking*
Retired

20.0029.99

30.0039.99

40.0049.99

greater
than 50.00

Moved to Deficient
Areas

4

2

6

3

3

Moved to NonDeficient Areas

0

6

13

9

4

i

Test:

Chi-square
X 2 = 8.466

N = 50
df = 4

p = .924

Therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected.
* Note:

The Blishen Scale is defined on page 17.
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TABLE 9
Null Hypothesis;
There is no significant difference between the proportion of
families moving to deficient areas and the proportion of families
moving to non-deficient areas.
Single Persons
and Couples

Families

Moved to
Deficient Areas

7
(46.6%)

11
(31.4%)

Moved to NonDeficient Areas

8
(53.4%)
15

24
(68.6%)
35

Test:

N = 50

Difference of Proportions
Z - 1.04

p

=

.851

Therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected.

TABLE 10
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the amount of compensation received by those moving to deficient areas and the
amount of compensation received by those moving to non-deficient
areas.
Number of Cases
Mean Compensation
Moved to Deficient Areas
Moved to Non-Deficient Areas
Test:

$ 16,692

13

$ 19,000

25

Difference of Means
t = .23131

df - 36

p = .524

Therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected.
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TABLE 11

Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference in the number of households
reporting an increased, decreased or similar family visiting
frequency with respect to the change in distance between
related households.

Change in Distance Between Related Households
Change in
Frequency
of Visits

Closer

No Change

Farther

More Often

6

0

0

Less Often

1

6

1

No Change

10

8

6

N
Test:

Chi-Square

Decision:

x2

= 13.27871

=

38

df = 4 p - .990

The null hypothesis is rejected.

97
TABLE 12
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of households assessing the compensation as fair and the number of
households assessing the compensation as not fair with respect
to their ranking of the effect of the expropriation and move on
their lives.

EFFECT
Very Good Fairly Good No Effect Fairly Bad Very Bad
Compensation
Fair

5

5

10

7

2

Compensation
Not Fair

3

9

10

12

22
N = 85

Test:

Chi-Square

x 2 = 12.289

df = 4 p .985

Decision: The null hypothesis is rejected.

TABLE 13
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference in the number of life pattern
changes reported with respect to effect ranking.
Effect
v

ery Good
Fairly Good
No Effect
Fairly Bad
Very Bad
Test: Analysis of Variance

Mean No. of Changes
3.125
4.071
3.150
4.211
4.625

N = 85

F = 2.367 df = 4 and 80 p = .941

Decision: The null hypothesis is not rejected.
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TABLE 14
Null Hypothesis:
An equal proportion of those reporting no dislikes and some
dislikes for the expropriated home ranked the effect as bad.

Good Effect

Bad Effect

Total

No
Dislikes

11
(26.8%)

30
(73.2%)

41

Some
Dislikes

11
(45.8%)

13
(54.2%)

24

N = 65
Test:

Difference of Proportions

Z = 1.56

p - .941

Decision: The null hypothesis is not rejected.
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TABLE 15

Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the age of
those moving once and the age of those moving
twice or more.

MEAN AGE

NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS

MOVED ONCE

47.6 yrs.

65

MOVED TWICE OR MORE

44.8 yrs.

20

Test:

Difference of Means

Decision:

t = .825

df = 83

The null hypothesis is not rejected.

p = .583

TABLE 16

Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of
households moving once and the number of households moving
twice or more with respect to ranking on the Blishen scale.

MOVED ONCE

MOVED TWICE OR MORE

NON-RANKED
OCCUPATIONS
Retired and
Farmers

7

2

20.00 29.99

8

6

30.00 39.99

27

5

40.00 49.99

13

2

Greater
than
50.00

10

5

*
O
H
W
W
i-J

<

C_>

uo
Is
w
PC
CO
M
rJ

N « 85
Test:

Chi-square

x 2 " 5.694

df = 4

p = .777

Decision: The null hypothesis is not rejected
* Note:
The Blishen Scale is defined on page 17.

TABLE 17
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of
households moving once and the number of households moving
twice or more with respect to family size.
NO. IN HOUSEHOLD
MOVED ONCE
MOVED TWICE
OR MORE

1

2

3

4

5

6

4

11

6

16

12

3

7 |*8
4
8

1

3

2

7

3

2

1

1

i

Test:

Chi-square

Decision:

N = 84
df = 7 p = . 939

x 2 = 2.329

The null hypothesis is not rejected

TABLE 18
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of
years those who moved once had lived at the expropirated
home and the number of years those who moved twice or more
had lived at the expropriated home.
MEAN YRS. AT EXPROPRIATED HOME

NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS

MOVED ONCE

16.754

65

MOVED TWICE
OR MORE

8.579

20

Test:

Difference of Means

Decision:

t = 1.803

df = 83

The null hypothesis is rejected

p = .992

TABLE 19
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of
households moving once and the number of households moving
twice or more with respect to expressed satisfaction.
RANKI*IG OF EJ(PROPRIA'riON AND RELOCATION
Very
Good

No
Fairly
Good Effect

Fairly
Bad

Very
Bad

18

MOVED ONCE

6

12

14

15

MOVED TWICE
OR MORE

2

2

6

4
6

i

.

N - 85
Test:

Chi-square

x 2 = 1.234

df = 4

p = .127

Decision: The null hypothesis is not rejected

TABLE 20
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of
households moving once and the number of households moving
twice or more with respect to expressed satisfaction with
the compensation paid for the old home.
COMPENSATION FAIR

COMPENSATION UNFAIR

22

43

7

13

MOVED ONCE
MOVED TWICE
OR MORE

N = 85
Test:

Chi-square x*

Decision:

.031 df = 1

p = .138

The null hypothesis is not rejected

TABLE 21
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of households moving once and the number of households moving twice
or more with respect to a change in environment (farm, rural
non-farm, rural arterial, village, urban).

CHANGED ENVIRONMENT

NO CHANGE

MOVED ONCE

50

13

MOVED TWICE
OR MORE

18

3

Test:

Chi-square

Decision:

N = 84
df = 1 p = .70

x 2 " 1-412

The null hypothesis is not rejected

TABLE 22
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of
•households moving once and the number of households moving
twice or more with respect to whether or not they initially
moved to a deficient area.
DEFICIENT AREA
MOVED ONCE
MOVED TWICE OR
MORE

NON-DEFICIENT ARFA

12

26

6

6
N - 50

Test:

Chi-square

x

2

= -663 df = 1 p = .584

Decision: The null hypothesis is not rejected

TABLE 23
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of
households moving once and the number of households moving
twice or more with respect to change in the quality of
neighborhood moved to.

COMPARISON* OF PRE-AND POSr-EXPROPRIATION
NEIGHBORHOODS
BETTER

ABOUT SAME

WORSE

MOVED ONCE

12

30

20

MOVED TWICE
OR MORE

0

5

12
i

i ,

i

N - 79
Test:

Chi-square

Decision:

x

2

" 9.213

df = 2

p = .991

The null hypothesis is rejected.

TABLE 24
Null Hypothesis:
There is no significant difference between the number of
households moving once and the number of households moving
twice or

more with respect to a change in quality of

house moved to.
COMPARISON OF PRE-AND POST-EXPROPRIATION HOUSE
BETTER

ABOUT SAME

WORSE

MOVED ONCE

12

27

4

MOVED TWICE
OR MORE

0

6

9
N = 58

Test:

Chi-square

Decision:

x

2

° 17.954

df = 2 p = .999

The null hypothesis is rejected.

